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The Jim Self Center on the Future serves South Carolina and its communities by promoting
awareness of important issues and trends facing the state. The Center advances public and
private commitment to policies and actions that support the state’s well being through
collaborative research and information exchange among the state’s citizens and leadership. 
Additional copies of this study and the earlier fiscal sustainability studies are available on our 
website at http://www.strom.clemson.edu.
The views presented here are not necessarily those of the Jim Self Center on the Future, the
Strom Thurmond Institute of Government and Public Affairs or of Clemson University. The 
Institute sponsors research and public service programs to enhance civic awareness of public
policy issues and improve the quality of national, state, and local government. The Institute, a 
public service activity of Clemson University, is a nonprofit, nonpartisan, tax-exempt public
policy research organization.  
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Executive Summary
Efforts by Greenwood County to compete for economic development cannot be separated
from the context of the state’s overall attractiveness to business, industry, and high-income 
residents. South Carolina is challenged in attempting to compete with other states for
economic development opportunities. In a recent CNBC report, South Carolina ranked only 31st 
in competitiveness based on forty factors, while North Carolina was ranked 4th and Georgia
10th. Although South Carolina ranks high (6th) on cost of doing business, it ranks low in other 
important factors such as quality of life, education, and business friendliness.
Education
Greenwood’s three school districts are making a reasonable effort to support their public
school students compared to their in-state peers, selected on the basis of student performance. 
Changes in assessed property value have reduced state aid for two of the three districts, but
local effort remains high. Growth in revenue per pupil for districts 50 and 52 is below the state 
average and also below the growth rate for peer counties in Georgia and North Carolina. 
Greenwood 51 has had revenue growth above the state average and compares more favorably
with peer counties in the other two states. 
Greenwood ranked fourth in total millage and second in school millage and was above the state 
average on both measures. On the spending side, Greenwood County school s spend less than
the South Carolina and North Carolina state average, but more than four of its six peer counties 
and more than the Georgia average. 
In-state comparisons of student performance can be described by standardized tests.
Greenwood County students performed close to the state average in English and only slightly
below average in math on the 2007 PACT tests. Greenwood County ranked second among 
seven in-state peer counties in English and third in math on the PACT, and was the highest of
the group on Advanced Placement scores.
SAT (Scholastic Aptitude Test) scores offer interstate comparisons. In 2007, South Carolina
students did slightly better than Georgia but not as well as North Carolina, but they also 
showed the greatest improvement over the 10 year period. However, all three Greenwood
districts went from above the state average to below the state average over the same time
period.
A final indicator of investment in education is enrollment in post-secondary education. Among 
the in-state peers, only Sumter 2 had a higher college entrance rate than any of the three
Greenwood school districts.
Jim Self Center on the Future Strom Thurmond Institute Clemson University
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Economic Development
Greenwood County’s population has grown more slowly than the state average and its peer
counties in other states, but faster than four of its in-state peers. Greenwood’s population over 
age 65, which can indicate “aging in place” or attraction of retirees, was the highest of all the
counties in the three peer groups and slightly above the South Carolina average.
Both poverty and unemployment rose in the nation, the state, and Greenwood County between
2000 and 2010. Greenwood County’s poverty rate was below the state average in 2000 but
above it in 2008, as was the unemployment rate in May 2010. Greenwood County was better
than average in comparison with in-state peers in poverty and unemployment but not as well
as its peers in North Carolina and Georgia, where unemployment and poverty rates are 
generally lower.
Growth in median family income is a positive indicator of economic health.  Greenwood ranked
fourth of the seven peer counties in South Carolina in 2008, but all lagged behind state median
income. The gap between Greenwood County and the state in median income widened from 
2000 to 2008. Greenwood was also above four of the five Georgia counties and one of the four
North Carolina counties in 2008 median income.
The three industries compared for the economic base were manufacturing, retail trade and
health care, measured by number of establishments and numbers of workers. Greenwood lost
23.5% of its manufacturing firms and 31.5% of its manufacturing jobs between 1997 and 2007, 
a pattern repeated in most peer counties, although two counties did report increased firms. 
Greenwood County lost an above average number of establishments compared to the state 
average and peer counties in all three states, but was close to the state average and around the 
middle among peer counties in manufacturing job losses. As of 2007, Greenwood still had 71
manufacturing plants employing 7,950 people, but the number of factory jobs had declined
substantially from the 11,612 a decade earlier.
A county is a shopping destination if it has a low number of residents per retail establishment.
Greenwood has with only 227 people per retailer, slightly lower than the state average and
lower than all but one of its South Carolina peers.  Greenwood also has a lower ratio than two
of its five Georgia peer counties and While Greenwood was still a strong retail center in 2007, it
suffered a decline in both retail establishments and employment between 1997 and 2007, as 
did all but one of its in-state peers. Two out-of-state peers, Columbia County in Georgia and
Iredell County in North Carolina, showed dramatic growth in both retail establishments and
employment. 
Jim Self Center on the Future Strom Thurmond Institute Clemson University
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A county is also an exporter of health care services if it has a lower than average number of
residents per health care facility. Greenwood County has the second lowest ratio of residents to
health care facilities of its in-state peer counties, suggesting that the county is indeed a net
exporter of health care services. Greenwood County also has a lower ratio than three of its 
Georgia peers, but exceeds all four of its North Carolina peers.
Health care showed dramatic growth between 1997 and 2007 in all three states. Greenwood
exceeded the state average growth in the number of establishments and ranked 4th among its
in-state peers at 39% over ten years, compared to a South Carolina average of 23.4%, a Georgia
average of 30.3%, and a North Carolina average of 41.2%. Greenwood County’s growth in
health care establishments ranked 4th among in-state peer counties but was higher than only
one of its North Carolina and Georgia peers. Health care employment in Greenwood County 
grew 235% over the ten year period, well above the state average in all three states.
Jim Self Center on the Future Strom Thurmond Institute Clemson University
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Greenwood County in Comparative Perspective:
Education and Economic Development Update
Two previous Strom Thurmond Institute studies of Greenwood County offered benchmarks 
against the county’s peers (and competitors) in South Carolina, North Carolina, and Georgia. A 
1999 report focused on education, benchmarking primarily against a set of peer school districts 
in South Carolina that were selected based on similar levels of academic achievement.  Because 
labor force quality is an important factor in business location, this study attempted to compare
measures of educational input and educational outcomes to determine how competitive 
Greenwood County was in preparing its young people for the labor force.
A 2005 study looked at the economy of Greenwood County in comparison to a different set of
peers, focusing on counties rather than school districts because economic data is generally 
available only at the county level. Descriptive data about the economy attempts to measure
quality of life, opportunities for residents to earn and to have access to services, and the 
capacity of the county to continue to grow and attract new residents and new businesses to
add breadth and depth to quality of life. This study looked at the size and age distribution of
the population, income and poverty, employment and its distribution, and other dimensions of
economic activity over time in comparison to peer counties in these three states.
This report combines these two descriptors of both competitiveness and quality of life,
education and economy, into a single updated look at how Greenwood County and its school 
districts are doing in comparison with its peers, and how that comparison has changed over a 
ten years span.
The Context: Business Climate in Georgia and the Carolinas
Comparisons across state lines are always challenging, because the educational and economic 
activity takes place in different state contexts. For that reason, we begin with the most recent
report on the best states for business, focusing on South Carolina, North Carolina, and Georgia. 
CNBC recently issued its annual report on “America’s Top States for Business.” Developed in
collaboration with business groups including the National Association of Manufacturers, these
rankings are based on 40 different measures of competitiveness grouped into ten categories.1 
The categories and their relative weights are :
1 
“America’s Top States for Business 2010,” A CNBC Special Report, July 13, 2010. 
http://www.cnbc/com/id/37516043. Accessed July 19, 2010.
Jim Self Center on the Future Strom Thurmond Institute Clemson University
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Cost of doing business (18.5%)—tax burdens, utility costs, wages, and rental costs.
Workforce (14.4%)—quality and availability of workers, union membership, success of worker 
training programs in placing participants in jobs.
Quality of life (14.4%)—local attractions, crime rate, health care, air and water quality, etc.
Economy (12.9%)—diversity of the economy, number of major corporations, other indicators of
economic health and growth.
Transportation and infrastructure (12.3%)—availability of air travel, quality of roads, other
measures of transportation.
Technology and innovation (10.3%)—support for innovation, patents issued, broadband services,
federal health and science research grants.
Education (7.2%)—K-12 test scores, class size and spending, number of higher education institutions.
Business friendliness (7.2%)—regulation and litigation.
Access to capital (2%)—venture capital flows.
Cost of living (1%)—state cost of living compared to national.
Based on these indicators, South Carolina ranked 31st. Georgia ranked 10th, and North Carolina 
ranked 4th. Rankings in the individual categories are as follows:
Table 1
Rankings on Top States for Business, 2010
Category South Carolina North Carolina Georgia
Cost of doing business 
Workforce 







































Jim Self Center on the Future Strom Thurmond Institute Clemson University
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Several factors stand out in this comparison. South Carolina has traditionally competed with
low tax burdens, and its ranking on the first indicator, cost of doing business, reflects that
choice. The state ranks 6th in the nation on that measure, compared to North Carolina’s 15th 
and Georgia’s 20th. However, on other critical measures, the state is lagging, most notably
education (43rd) and technology and innovation (26th). Surprisingly, the state ranks fairly far
down the list on business friendliness as well. 
Competition for attracting and retaining business, industry, and residents takes place both
within and between states. The indicators we examine in this report may give some sense of
where Greenwood lies on the competitive spectrum in terms of education, economic 
development, and quality of life relative to its peer counties in the state and in our two
neighboring states.
Education
Greenwood has three school districts of very different size. Greenwood 50 serves the city of
Greenwood and the surrounding area. Greenwood 51 serves the Ware Shoals area, and
Greenwood 52 serves the Ninety Six area of the county. Each district was compared to peer
districts in the state with similar academic performance in 1996-97. The peer districts are listed
in Table 2.
Table 2
Peer Districts for Greenwood 50, 51 and 52

























Source: SC Department of Education and National Center for Education Statistics (NCES)
Jim Self Center on the Future Strom Thurmond Institute Clemson University
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As Table 3 indicates, all three Greenwood districts saw very minimal change in the number of
pupils, with modest growth in two districts and very small decline in District 52. In contrast, the
state average district size grew fairly dramatically.
Table 3





Greenwood 50 8,951 9,443 0.50%
Greenwood 51 1,221 1,142 0.60%
Greenwood 52 1,682 1,679 -0.02%
State Average 4,191 8,254 7.00%
Source: SC Department of Education and National Center for Education Statistics (NCES)
School District Revenue
Table 4 shows the revenue per pupil compared to their peer districts in South Carolina, which
were selected in the 1997 study based on similarity of academic performance. All three 
Greenwood districts have less revenue per pupil than the average of their peers or the state 
average, although the difference is quite small for Greenwood 50, somewhat larger for 
Greenwood 52. Greenwood 51, the poorest of the three districts, is the only one that exceeds 
the state average in Federal aid, which is typically, targeted to low income districts. Local 
support exceeds the average of peers for Greenwood 50 and Greenwood 52.  Greenwood 52 
also provides more local support per pupil than the state average.  Greenwood 50 and 51 also 
receive more state aid per pupil than the state average, while Greenwood 52, which has had
the strongest growth in its property tax base, received much less state aid per pupil than the 
other Greenwood districts, peer districts, and the state average. 
Table 4
Per Pupil Revenue Sources for Greenwood & Peers for 2006-07
District Total Federal Local State
Greenwood 50 $9,909 $904 $4,410 $4,595
50 Peer Average $10,148 $1,117 $4,046 $4,985
Greenwood 51 $9,645 $994 $3,313 $5,339
51 Peer Average $10,158 $1,125 $4,036 $4,997
Greenwood 52 $8,973 $614 $5,009 $3,350
52 Peer Average $10,114 $1,119 $4,056 $4,939
State Average $10,163 $970 $4,745 $4,448
Source: SC Department of Education and National Center for Education Statistics (NCES)
Jim Self Center on the Future Strom Thurmond Institute Clemson University
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Table 5 shows school revenue growth from 1997 to 2007, which is the last year before the 
impact of Act 388 and also before major state budget cuts. Revenue from all sources grew over 
the 10 year period, although part of the growth could be accounted for by inflation as the 
Consumer Price Index rose 29% (2.6% a year). Adjusted for inflation, total revenue per pupil 
rose 4.1% a year in District 50, 4.2% in District 51, and 3.5% a year in District 52. 
Of particular interest in Table 5 are changes in assessed value per pupil and their relationship to
the mix of state and local contributions to school revenue. Greenwood 50 had an assessed
value per pupil that dropped only slightly in current dollars, while Greenwood 51 saw a
somewhat more dramatic decline and Greenwood 52 an even more dramatic increase. The 
effect of these changes was a decline in the state share of funding in all three districts, although
much more pronounced in District 52. There also was a corresponding change in the local share
of funding, which was almost unchanged in Greenwood 51 but increased somewhat in District
50 and considerably in District 52. 
Table 5
Greenwood: Per Pupil Revenues for 1996-97 and 2006-07 
1996-97 2006-07
GWD 50 GWD 51 GWD 52 GWD 50 GWD 51 GWD 52
Revenue Per Pupil $5,191 $4,981 $4,958 $9,909 $9,645 $8,973
Local $1,810 $1,720 $2,365 $4,410 $3,313 $5,009
State $2,922 $2,901 $2,275 $4,595 $5,339 $3,350
Federal $459 $359 $317 $904 $994 $614
Revenue Shares
Local 34.90% 34.50% 47.70% 45.00% 34.00% 56.00%
State 56.30% 58.20% 45.90% 46.00% 55.00% 37.00%
Federal 8.80% 7.20% 6.40% 9.00% 10.00% 7.00%
Assessed Value Per Pupil $13,721 $20,249 $8,166 $13,460 $17,429 $38,314
Avg. Ann. Growth '97-'07
Local Revenue per Pupil 9.30% 6.80% 7.80%
Total Revenue per Pupil 6.70% 6.80% 6.10%
Assessed Valued per
Pupil -0.2% -1.50% 16.7%
Source: SC Department of Education and National Center for Education Statistics (NCES)
Jim Self Center on the Future Strom Thurmond Institute Clemson University
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Table 6 describes the changes in the local and state revenue shares between 1997 and 2007 for
the three states and the districts being benchmarked. All three states increased the local share
and decreased the state share of spending over the ten year period, with the most dramatic
change in Georgia. Federal aid filled part of the gap caused by declining state shares, 
particularly in Greenwood 52, where state aid showed only a very small decline.
Table 6
Growth in School Operating Revenue 1997-2007
District
% Local Revenue % State Revenue
1996-97 2006-07 1996-97 2006-07
North Carolina State Average 27% 34% 66% 57%
Catawba 35% 35% 60% 58%
Cleveland 31% 22% 63% 66%
Guilford 38% 36% 57% 55%
Hickory 34% 25% 59% 62%
Iredell-Statesville 31% 35% 63% 57%
Mooresville 35% 34% 61% 60%
Newton-Conover 38% 31% 56% 60%
Georgia State Average 27% 45% 64% 47%
Banks 35% 43% 56% 48%
Clarke 45% 35% 48% 55%
Columbia 36% 44% 61% 52%
Richmond 33% 36% 58% 51%
Troup 31% 40% 63% 51%
SC State Average 34% 44% 57% 47%
Greenwood 50 36% 45% 56% 46%
Greenwood 51 35% 34% 59% 55%
Greenwood 52 50% 56% 45% 37%
Source: Departments of Education: SC & GA, and Public Schools of NC 
Jim Self Center on the Future Strom Thurmond Institute Clemson University
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School District Expenditures
Turning to the spending side, Table 7 and Figure 1 show expenditures per pupil for the three 
Greenwood districts and their respective in-state peer districts. Greenwood 50 spends more 
per pupil than its peers but less than the state average with or without including debt service. 
Greenwood 50 also spends the least per pupil among the three Greenwood districts on all of
the specific categories listed—instruction, instructional support, operations and leadership.  
Greenwood 51 and 52 both spend less than their peers and substantially less than the state
average in total and in each of the categories listed in the table. Most striking is the difference 
in spending on leadership, which is lowest for Greenwood 50 and above the state average for 
both the small districts, Greenwood 51 and 52. Typically smaller, rural districts spend relatively 
more per pupil on leadership (spreading the cost of administration over fewer pupils)
transportation (because of the scattered student population) and instruction (because of 
smaller schools and smaller class sizes).
Table 7










Greenwood 50 9,443 $4,488 $1,088 $1,473 $677 $10,442 $10,726
District 50 Peer Avg 7,847 $4,899 $1,304 $1,625 $914 $10,185 $10,476
Greenwood 51 1,142 $4,897 $1,294 $1,551 $1,154 $9,702 $9,742
District 51 Peer Avg 7,542 $4,917 $1,319 $1,628 $924 $10,110 $10,391
Greenwood 52 1,679 $4,574 $918 $1,300 $827 $8,253 $8,323
District 52 Peer Avg 7,771 $4,880 $1,290 $1,621 $913 $10,121 $10,409
State Average 8,254 $4,963 $1,189 $1,566 $869 $10,723 $11,012
Source: SC Department of Education and National Center for Education Statistics (NCES)
Jim Self Center on the Future Strom Thurmond Institute Clemson University
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Figure 1 compares spending for school operations in 2007-08 in Greenwood County’s school 
districts to peer districts in South Carolina and other states. Greenwood County school s spend
less than the South Carolina and North Carolina state average, but more than four of its six peer 
counties and more than the Georgia average. 
Figure 1
Per Pupil Spending 2007-08
0 4000 8000 12000 








South Carolina state average 
Georgia state average 
North Carolina state average 
Per Pupil Operating Expenditures; Greenwood Co. & SC Peers:
2006-07 & State Avergaes for SC, NC, & GA ; 2007-08 
Source: Departments of Education: SC & GA, and Public Schools of NC 
Finally, Table 8 compares spending per pupil in Greenwood County’s three districts with peer
counties in North Carolina and South Carolina. Compared to economic development peers in
North Carolina, Greenwood 50 is near the top in total spending per pupil but second to last in
instructional spending. Greenwood 51 also compares favorably to the North Carolina average
and exceeds all but one of the peer counties in total spending per pupil, but ranks in the lower 
middle of the group in instructional spending per pupil. Greenwood 52 is below the North
Carolina average on both measure and ranks just below the middle of the seven peer counties 
in total spending per pupil and third from lowest in instructional spending. In comparison with
Georgia, Greenwood 50 and 51 are above the Georgia state average in total spending but
below average in instructional spending.  Greenwood 50 outspends three of the five Georgia
peers in total spending but is lower than all of them in instructional spending per pupil.
Greenwood 51 is below the average total spending for all but one of the five Georgia peer 
counties and below all five in instructional spending per pupil. Greenwood 52 spends below
the Georgia average and less than all five Georgia county peers on both measures. It is difficult
Jim Self Center on the Future Strom Thurmond Institute Clemson University
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to determine what factors govern the difference between total and instructional spending per 
pupil, because of differences in state regulations in the three states that interact with decisions 
made at the county or district level.
Table 8




















SC State Average $11,012 $4,963
Greenwood 50 $10,726 $4,488
Greenwood 51 $9,742 $4,897
Greenwood 52 $8,323 $4,574
Source: Departments of Education: SC & GA, and Public Schools of NC 
Outcome Measures
While spending is an important measure of commitment and effort, the ultimate goal and
measure of education is student performance. No single measure captures the results of effort
expended by schools, teachers, and students on learning, but this section does offer several 
comparison measures based on standardized tests—PACT, advanced placement (AP), and SAT.  
We also look at the number of Greenwood County students attending public institutions of
higher learning in South Carolina compared to in-state peer counties.
Jim Self Center on the Future Strom Thurmond Institute Clemson University
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Greenwood students in the three districts combined scored at close to the state average in
English and only slightly below the average in math on the 2007 PACT tests. Greenwood ranked




























Source: SC Department of Education
Figure 2






PACT  ELA & MATH  Score 2007 for Greenwood  Co. & SC Peers 
English Language… 
Source: SC Department of Education
Jim Self Center on the Future Strom Thurmond Institute Clemson University
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Another performance measure that focuses on the best students are scores on advanced 
placement tests. The average raw score is a number from 1 to 5 reflecting the degree to which 
a student should be considered for college credit for advanced placement classes taken in high 
school, based on performance on the test.  Colleges generally give credit for a score of 3 or 
higher. Table 10 and Figure 3 show that Greenwood County students taking advanced 
placement tests scored above the state average and highest among its peers in performance on 
advanced placement tests. 
Table 10 
High School AP Scores, Greenwood and Peers, 2007 






















Source: SC Department of Education, and Commission on Higher Education 
Figure 3 
High School AP Index Score 









                                                              
      
 




      
  
                                    
 
            
 
Source: SC Department of Education, and Commission on Higher Education
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One area in which interstate comparisons are possible are SAT scores, the most widely used
test for college admission.  Table 11 shows the five year average SAT score for Greenwood
County and its in-state peers.  Greenwood is second highest among the seven districts and
above the state average.
Table 11
Five Year Average SAT
















Source: SC Department of Education, and Commission on Higher Education
Figure 4
5 – Year Average SAT for Greenwood County and SC Peers









5-Year Average SAT Score for Greenwood Co & SC Peers
Source: SC Department of Education, and Commission on Higher Education
Table 12 shows the performance of high school students on the SAT in 1997 and again in 2007 
and the change over time for Greenwood and its peer districts in North Carolina and Georgia.
In 2007, South Carolina students did slightly better than Georgia but not as well as North
Carolina, but they also showed the greatest improvement over the 10 year period. All three
Greenwood districts went from above the state average to below the state average over the 
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same time period. Only Greenwood 50 showed a gain in SAT scores. Greenwood 50 ranked
higher than three and equal to a fourth of the 12 peer counties in North Carolina and Georgia in
2007. In 1997, Greenwood 50 was second to the lowest among the 13 counties. Greenwood
51 and 52 were at the bottom of SAT rankings in both 1997 and 2007.
Table 12


















SC State Average 919 988
Greenwood 50 949 986
Greenwood 51 945 925
Greenwood 52 967 959
Source: Departments of Education: SC & GA, and Public Schools of NC 
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A final indicator of investment in education is enrollment in post-secondary education. Table 
13 and Figure 5 show post-secondary enrollment for Greenwood County students in public
colleges, compared to their peer counties.  
Table 13
Post-Secondary Enrollment in SC Public Institutions First 
Semester Freshmen, Fall 2009





























Source: SC Department of Education and Commission on Higher Education
Figure 5





Darlington Greenwood Kershaw Lancaster laurens Orangeburg Sumter 
Post-Secondary Enrollment in SC Public Institutions First Semester
Freshmen, Fall 2009 
2-Year Colleges 4-Year Colleges 
Source: SC Department of Education and Commission on Higher Education
Table 14 shows the 2006 percentage of high school graduates entering college for Greenwood
County’s school districts and the 10 school districts in the in-state peer counties. Only Sumter 2 
had a higher college entrance rate than any of the three Greenwood school districts. This is an
impressive performance, one that is important to both quality of life and economic 
development. 
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Table 14
Percent of Graduates Entering College, 2006














Source: SC Commission on Higher Education
Tax Comparisons
An indicator measure that is particularly important for competitiveness is the mill rate, both
total and school.  Table 15 and Figure 6 show this comparison for Greenwood County and its in-
state peers. Greenwood ranked fourth in total millage and second in school millage and was 
above the state average on both measures. As the earlier discussion of business climate 
indicated, tax rates are one of many factors in business location decisions, and often not the 






Total Rates School Rates






















Source: SC Association of Counties
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Figure 6







Mill Rates: Total & School  Rates for Greenwood  Co. & SC Peers for
2006 
Total Rates School Rates 
Source: SC Association of Counties
Jim Self Center on the Future Strom Thurmond Institute Clemson University
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Economy and Economic Development
The measures of the economy are divided into two sections. The first section deals with
characteristics of the population—size, age, poverty and employment status, and income—and
their change from 2000 to the most recent available year. These measures focus on economic 
well being, but the size and income of the population also indicate potential for retail and
commercial development, and the age distribution of the population offers some insight into
whether a county is in growth or decline. All data in this section comes from the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture’s Economic Research Service.
The second section addresses the economic base by looking at levels and changes in the
number of establishments and employees for three major industrial groups for the three states 
and 15 peer counties. Those groups are manufacturing, retail trade, and health care and social 
assistance. All data in this section comes from the 2002 and 2007 Economic Census conducted
by the Bureau of the Census.
Population and Economic Characteristics
Any assessment of an economy begins with its most important resources and it most important
reason for being—population. A healthy economy is one that shows steady growth in
population but not too rapid growth for the housing stock and the infrastructure to absorb. 
South Carolina’s estimated population grew more slowly than either North Carolina or
Georgia.2 
The peers that were selected for comparison purposes vary greatly in population size, from tiny 
Banks County Georgia to heavily urban Guilford County, North Carolina. All of the North
Carolina peer counties were larger than Greenwood County, three of the four Georgia peers,
and four of the six South Carolina peers. 
Greenwood County grew at an estimated annual rate of just over one-half of one percent per
year. In South Carolina, two of Greenwood’s peer counties lost population.  Only Lancaster and
Kershaw Counties among the peer counties had a faster rate of growth than Greenwood
County and also the state. Greenwood County grew more slowly than all but one of its 
economic development peers in Georgia and also in North Carolina.
Another important population indicator is the percent of the population over age 65.  The
average age of the U.S. population has been increasing, from 35.9 in 2001 to 36.7 in 2009,
although the percentage of the population over age 65 is still low in comparison to Japan and
2 
Estimated population figures should be viewed with caution this long after the last Census.  New Census data will 
be available in 2011 that will provide more accurate numbers.
Jim Self Center on the Future Strom Thurmond Institute Clemson University
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Europe. Some areas see an increase in the percentage of the population over age 65 because
they are retirement destinations, but it can also indicate a static society with young people 
leaving while their elders age in place. Peer counties in South Carolina were similar in their 
percentage of persons 65 or older, although Greenwood was the highest in both 2000 and 2009
among peer counties in all three states. All counties except Kershaw in South Carolina and
Richmond and Troup in Georgia saw an increase in the percentage of their populations over age 
65.
Table 16
Population Growth Rates for Greenwood County And Economic Development Peers





2000 2009 2000 2009
South Carolina 4,012,012 4,561,242 1.42% 12.10% 13.30%
Darlington 67,394 68,445 0.17% 12.10% 14.00%
Greenwood 66,271 69,671 0.55% 13.70% 15.00%
Kershaw 39,074 52,647 3.37% 12.90% 12.60%
Lancaster 61,351 77,767 2.64% 12.00% 13.00%
Laurens 69,567 70,045 0.08% 13.10% 13.90%
Orangeburg 91,582 90,112 0.16% 13.30% 14.80%
Sumter 104,646 104,495 -0.02% 11.20% 13.60%
Georgia 8,186,781 9,829,211 2.03% 9.60% 10.10%
Banks 14,422 16,799 1.69% 10.50% 12.20%
Clarke 101,489 116,342 1.51% 8.00% 10.10%
Columbia 89,288 112,958 2.62% 8.00% 9.20%
Richmond 199,775 199,768 0.00% 10.80% 10.10%
Troup 58,779 64,653 1.05% 12.60% 12.30%
North Carolina 8,049,313 9380884 1.70% 12.00% 12.40%
Catawba 141,685 159,125 1.29% 12.30% 12.40%
Cleveland 95,376 99,274 0.44% 13.40% 14.80%
Guilford 421,048 480,362 1.46% 11.70% 12.10%
Iredell 122,660 158,153 2.84% 12.30% 12.40%
Source: Economic Research Service, USDA
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A second general set of economic indicators consists of the poverty rate, the unemployment
rate, and median family income. These are indicators of the current economic health of
households in each county. Table 17 shows those indicators. Both poverty and unemployment
rose in the latter part of the decade in the nation, the state, and Greenwood County, although
the May 2010 figures do show some improvement over 2009. Greenwood County’s poverty 
rate was below the state average in 2000 but above it in 2008, as was the unemployment rate
in 2009 and 2010, although the gap was smaller by May 2010. However, Greenwood did better
than all but Kershaw County among its in-state peer counties in terms of poverty and all but
Laurens and Kershaw in terms of unemployment rate. Unemployment rates were generally 
lower in Georgia in 2009 than in South Carolina, and that pattern held for peer counties as well, 
although Troup County was only slightly below Greenwood County’s 2009 unemployment rate. 
North Carolina had a lower statewide unemployment rate than South Carolina, but two of the 
four peer counties were somewhat higher than Greenwood County in unemployment in 2009.
Table 17
Poverty, Unemployment and Median Household Income for Greenwood County





2000 2008 2000 Jun-10 2000 2008
South Carolina 14.90% 15.70% 6.20% 10.70% $33,325 $44,695
Darlington 20.20% 21.90% 8.70% 12.80% $28,644 $37,650
Greenwood 13.80% 16.80% 6.70% 12.10% $32,937 $39,628
Kershaw 10.90% 13.90% 5.70% 10.30% $39,074 $44,446
Lancaster 14.80% 16.90% 6.80% 15.60% $32,656 $39,898
Laurens 14.30% 18.30% 7.60% 11.50% $30,159 $40,439
Orangeburg 23.30% 23.80% 9.30% 14.90% $26,544 $32,694
Sumter 19.70% 19.50% 8.20% 12.80% $29,005 $38,167
Georgia 14.70% 14.70% 4.80% 10.00% $36,372 $34,654
Banks 14.40% 15.30% 4.10% 7.00% $33,031 $44,269
Clarke 19.40% 14.80% 3.90% 8.30% $30,664 $36,254
Columbia 7.70% 6.60% 3.50% 7.30% $50,345 $66,181
Richmond 21.90% 14.70% 5.40% 11.20% $30,339 $37,723
Troup 16.30% 17.90% 5.40% 12.00% $32,523 $37,681
North Carolina 12.50% 14.60% 6.60% 10.10% $35,320 $46,574
Catawba 9.30% 13.80% 8.30% 12.90% $38,456 $43,737
Cleveland 13.20% 17.50% 10.10% 13.10% $33,552 $39,049
Guilford 11.20% 13.60% 6.30% 10.90% $39,721 $47,836
Iredell 9.20% 11.60% 6.60% 11.60% $38,086 $50,971
Source: Economic Research Service, USDA
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Median family income is not only a measure of average well being but also an indicator of
buying power, which is important for that second tier of business firms that provide local retail, 
restaurant and service establishments to serve largely local residents, including the surrounding 
area. Growth in median family income is a positive indicator of economic health.  Greenwood
dropped from second highest median household income of the peer counties in South Carolina 
in 2000 to fourth in 2008, but all of them lagged behind state median income, which includes 
such prosperous areas as the coastal counties and the Greenville-Spartanburg area. The gap
between Greenwood County and the state in median income actually widened from 2000 to
2008.
Median family income in Georgia and North Carolina was higher than South Carolina in both
years, but the gap widened between South Carolina and Georgia and narrowed between South
Carolina and North Carolina over the eight year period. Except for wealthy Columbia County, all
five peer counties in Georgia were below the state average in both 2000 and 2008, and only
Columbia County and Banks County had higher median incomes than Greenwood County in
both years. Greenwood County had lower median income than three of the North Carolina 
peer counties in both years. In terms of both economic comfort and attractiveness as a 
retail/services market location, Greenwood is more competitive with its in-state peers than its 
North Carolina and Georgia competitors, but the gap is not overwhelming. Recognizing the 
economic fluctuations that have impacted the poverty and unemployment rates, the greatest
longer-term concern is the slow rate of growth of median household income.
The Economic Base
Detailed information at the county level is available for ten categories of firms, but many of
them have very few establishments or employees. Other categories are too broad to have any 
meaning—professional, scientific, and technical services, for example. We chose these three 
categories—manufacturing, retail trade, and health care, because they are all generally fairly 
significant in the numbers of establishments and employees, because of the dramatic decline in
the manufacturing sector, because of the importance of retail trade to a vibrant local economy, 
and because of Greenwood County’s special interest in health care.
Jim Self Center on the Future Strom Thurmond Institute Clemson University
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Table 18
Economic Census Comparison for Manufacturing, Retail Trade, & Health Care Greenwood County




Retail Trade Percent 
Change Health Care Percent Change
Establ'ments Workers Establ'ments Workers Establ'ments Workers
South Carolina -2.6% -30.0% 2.2% 10.7% 23.4% 29.4%
Darlington 4.8% -21.0% -19.0% -6.2% 21.3% 147.4%
Greenwood -23.7% -31.5% -11.2% -19.4% 39.0% 235.0%
Kershaw 9.7% -24.2% -10.0% 14.7% 69.1% 238.4%
Lancaster 25.9% -53.7% -10.6% -6.2% 26.7% Na
Laurens 31.9% -14.3% -4.5% -9.1% 63.0% 280.6%
Orangeburg -7.8% -25.7% -9.1% -6.2% 54.1% 203.6%
Sumter -2.4% -39.1% -1.9% 1.4% 20.0% Na
Georgia -4.2% -23.0% 9.5% 13.0% 30.3% 25.2%
Banks Na Na -1.4% 77.5% 114.3% 306.3%
Clarke 1.1% -29.4% 2.4% -0.1% 51.5% 326.0%
Columbia -32.5% -31.7% 24.7% 34.6% 45.0% 91.0%
Richmond -3.7% -25.1% -1.9% -10.1% 23.4% 249.5%
Troup -8.9% -6.9% 0.7% -3.5% 45.1% 184.8%
North Carolina -10.2% -34.6% 2.9% 12.1% 41.2% 44.8%
Catawba -19.1% -31.8% 2.3% 5.7% 52.6% 104.6%
Cleveland -17.9% -50.9% -5.8% -16.1% 48.1% 226.5%
Guilford -13.5% -19.9% -2.7% 1.4% 52.0% 170.0%
Iredell 8.4% -29.9% 26.9% 39.5% 66.9% 138.6%
Source: Economic Research Service, USDA
The Economic Census is conducted by the Bureau of the Census every five years.  The most
recent Economic Census was 2007. The availability of data for 1997 and 2007 offers a good
comparison because both were relatively prosperous years. The change between 1997 and
2007 reported in the Economic Census for these three industry groups are dramatic, as 
illustrated in Table 18. 
Manufacturing
The decline in manufacturing is a national story as well as a regional, state and local story. The
shift to a service and information economy and the movement of manufacturing to less
developed countries is a long-term phenomenon. In the region, all three states lost
manufacturing firms and jobs over the ten year period, with the biggest percentage loss in
North Carolina. A few places bucked the trend in the number of factories—Lancaster and
Jim Self Center on the Future Strom Thurmond Institute Clemson University
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Laurens Counties in South Carolina, Iredell County in North Carolina, and a tiny gain in Clarke
County, Georgia. 
Figure 7
Manufacturing Establishments and Employment Changes (1997 – 2007): Greenwood County and
Economic Development Peers in SC, GA, and NC




















Manufacturing Establishments and Employment Changes
(1997-2007) for Greenwood & EDC Peers in SC, GA, & NC 
Establishments 
Workers 
Source: Economic Research Service, USDA
Greenwood County lost an above average number of establishments compared to the state 
average and peer counties in all three states, but was close to the state average and around the 
middle among peer counties in manufacturing job losses. As of 2007, Greenwood still had 71
manufacturing plants employing 7,950 people, but the number of factory jobs had declined
substantially from the 11,612 a decade earlier.
Retail Trade
Retail trade is an indicator of a vibrant local economy, perhaps one that attracts shoppers from 
outside the immediate area. One indicator of whether a county is a retail center is the number
Jim Self Center on the Future Strom Thurmond Institute Clemson University
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of residents per retail establishment. A low number suggests an above average number of
retailers who must be attracting customers from surrounding counties. The average number of
people per retailer is shown in Table 19. State averages are similar—233 people per retailer in
South Carolina, 248 in North Carolina, and 264 in Georgia. Any county with a lower ratio is
serving a larger customer base than its own population, while any county with a higher ratio 
probably is sending its residents elsewhere to shop.  Greenwood does well by this measure with
only 227 people per retailer, slightly lower than the state average and lower than all but one of
its South Carolina peers. Greenwood also has a lower ratio than two of its five Georgia peer 
counties and two of the North Carolina peer counties.
Table 19





















Source: Economic Research Service, USDA
Overall, the ten year period 1997-2007, there was modest growth in retail establishments in
North and South Carolina and somewhat more substantial growth in Georgia, which has the
largest metropolitan area of the three states. Retail employment grew considerably faster than
retail establishments, suggesting larger store units—the big box chains such as WalMart and
Target, Home Depot and Lowe’s, Best Buy and Kohl’s. The rate of growth of retail employment
was 10.7% for South Carolina, 12.1% for North Carolina, and 13% for Georgia.
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While Greenwood was still a strong retail center in 2007, it suffered a decline in both retail
establishments and retail employment between 1997 and 2007, as did all but one of its in-state
peers. Two of its out-of-state peers, Columbia County in Georgia and Iredell County in North
Carolina, showed dramatic growth in both retail establishments and employment. 
Figure 8
Retail Trade Establishments and Employment Changes (1997 – 2007): Greenwood County and
Economic Development Peers in SC, GA, and NC




















Retail Trade Establishments and Employment Changes (1997-
2007) for Greenwood & EDC Peers in SC, GA, & NC 
Establishments 
Workers 
Source: Economic Research Service, USDA
Health Care
Health care is grouped with social assistance as an industry in the Economic Census report.  As 
was the case with retail sales, an important indicator of whether a county is an “exporter” of
health care services is the number of residents per health care establishment. Table 20 shows 
these figures for health care establishments in the three states and the peer counties. There are 
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some moderate differences in people per establishment across the three states, suggesting that
North Carolina (417 people per establishment) serves more out-of state residents than Georgia 
at 458 and South Carolina at 474. Greenwood County has the second lowest ratio of residents 
to health care facilities of its in-state peer counties, suggesting that the county is indeed a net
exporter of health care services. Greenwood County also has a lower ratio than three of its 
Georgia peers, but exceeds all four of its North Carolina peers.
Table 20





















Source: Economic Research Service, USDA
This industry showed dramatic growth in both establishments and employment between 1997
and 2007 in all three states—23.4% in South Carolina, 30.3% in Georgia, and 41.2% in North
Carolina. Greenwood exceeded the state average growth in the number of establishments at
39% over ten years, compared to a South Carolina average of 23.4%, a Georgia average of
30.3%, and a North Carolina average of 41.2%.  Greenwood County’s growth in health care 
establishments ranked third out of six in-state peer counties but was higher than only one of its 
North Carolina and Georgia peers.
Growth in health care employment was even more dramatic in Greenwood County, an
impressive 235% over the ten year period. This growth greatly exceeded the state average in all 
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three states—27.4% in South Carolina 25.2% in Georgia, and 44.8% in North Carolina. Among
in-state peers, only Laurens and Kershaw Counties had a higher growth rate in health care jobs.
Greenwood County fell about in the middle of the group in health care employment growth for
its peer counties in Georgia and North Carolina. The exceptional growth in Kershaw County was 
from a very low base.
Figure 9
Health Care Establishments and Employment Changes (1997 – 2007): Greenwood County and
Economic Development Peers in SC, GA, and NC




















Health Care Establishments and Employment Changes
(1997-2007) for Greenwood & EDC Peers in SC, GA, & NC 
Establ'ments 
Workers 
Source: Economic Research Service, USDA
Conclusions
Greenwood is in a challenging competitive situation in terms of economic development and
maintaining and enhancing quality of life. Strengthening education at all levels is an important
component of an overall economic development strategy as well as a critical element of quality 
of life. Greenwood is making reasonable effort and showing some success in improving student
outcomes on standardized tests and in moving into post-secondary education. 
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Population growth is slow in Greenwood County, and the over 65 population is increasing, 
which suggests that the county is not attracting or retaining younger working people. The 
increase in poverty and unemployment between 2000 and the present has been driven to some
degree by national and state economic trends, and Greenwood fares well in comparison to its
in-state peers. Still, the high poverty rate is a concern that calls for more emphasis on creating 
or attracting more high-skill, high-wage jobs as well as more entry-level positions to help
younger people get a start on the economic ladder. 
Greenwood County has much company in the loss of manufacturing jobs. The data suggests
that the county is a magnet for surrounding smaller, rural counties as a destination for both
shopping and health care services. Health care is growing, but retail, while still strong, has not
shown much growth.  Both of these represent some potential for economic development which
also enhances the quality of life for present and prospective future residents.
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